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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	Tribal oral healthcare practices are cost-effective, sustainable, and reliant on locally available flora. Moreover, variations in dosage, preparation methods, and application techniques may influence therapeutic outcomes. Remedies for toothache, gum disorders, dental decay, mouth ulcers, and oral malodor have been documented utilizing various plant parts through simple and locally accessible preparation methods.
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